One of the most challenging issues in assessing teacher compensation is determining how much time teachers spend working compared to other professionals. Previous attempts to answer this question have used data that are either unreliable, not generalizable to other professions, or both. We use the American Time Use Survey (ATUS), a collection of detailed -time diary‖ data from a subset of the Current Population Survey. The ATUS offers the opportunity for a much more accurate and objective comparison of teacher and non-teacher work hours on both a weekly and yearly basis, helping account for thorny issues such as the extent of evening and weekend hours and the length of summer breaks.
Introduction
The adequacy of public school teacher compensation is frequently debated in scholarly journals, in courtrooms hearing school finance cases, and in political campaigns. The general view is that teachers should be paid at the same rate as comparably-skilled private sector professionals. But one of the more vexing obstacles to achieving that goal is the question of how much time teachers actually spend working compared to other professionals. This might be called -the denominator problem‖ in pay comparability studies. The hourly wage is total salary divided by work hours, with the numerator determined from teacher contracts or survey data. But what goes in the denominator?
Researchers have generally attempted to answer this question in one of three ways. The first is to simply ask principals or other school administrators, whose answers tend to track closely with the hours that teachers are contractually obligated to work. The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) uses employer data in reporting that teachers work 37 hours per week during a school year that lasts 37 weeks. Using these figures, hourly pay for teachers appears to be considerably higher than in many other white-collar occupations (Greene and Winters 2007) .
The BLS employer data have been criticized, however, for likely excluding time that teachers spend working outside the classroom-for example, grading papers at night, developing lesson plans over the weekend, meeting with students after regular hours, and so on. In addition, teachers may spend time during the summer preparing for classes in the fall, meaning that they are logging work hours outside of the 37 weeks that their contracts cover. For these reasons, many scholars reject the use of so-called -contract hours‖ in measuring teacher pay Mishel 2004, 2008) , and BLS economists have noted similar concerns (Gittleman and Pierce 2012 ).
An alternative to employer reports is a direct survey of teachers. According to the National Education Association's (NEA) most recent nationwide survey, teachers report an average of 50 hours per week -spent on all duties‖ (NEA 2010) . The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) also polls teachers through its School and Staffing Survey, most recently finding that public school teachers report 52.8 -total hours spent on all teaching and other school-related activities during a typical full week‖ (NCES 2008) . The Gates Foundation recently stated that teachers work an average of 10 hours and 40 minutes per day, based on a nationwide teacher survey (Mayer and Phillips 2012) .
Taken at face value, these teacher-specific surveys imply that teachers work around 15 hours per week in excess of what their contracts require, for a total that is considerably more than the 40-hour workweek thought to be common in the private sector. The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) has used the NCES figures to suggest that American teachers work more than teachers in any other industrialized country (OECD 2011, table D4 .1). Putting work time estimates from direct surveys of teachers in the denominator of an hourly pay calculation would lead to much lower measured wages for teachers.
Unfortunately, teacher-specific surveys are not useful for making comparisons with nonteachers. The NEA, NCES, and Gates Foundation surveys probe for extra work time outside normal school hours by specifically asking respondents to include their work hours after school or during evenings and weekends. Given that survey respondents tend to overestimate their work hours in general (Robinson et al. 2011 ), a survey question that specially emphasizes all the times in which a person might work could lead to increased overestimation, especially if respondents are reporting on a full week of work rather than an average week. Moreover, mixing direct survey data for teachers and contract data for non-teachers would likely inflate the relative hours worked by teachers, leading to an underestimate of teachers' relative pay.
The third way that teacher hours have been measured is through large, nationally representative datasets such as the Current Population Survey (CPS While the CPS comparison is consistent in that teachers and non-teachers are both asked the same questions, the wording in each question is broad. CPS respondents may or may not report additional hours worked beyond what their contracts call for. How individual respondents define work, and whether they measure it accurately, are both unknown. Summer months are particularly ambiguous. Since respondents are told to count paid time off as work time in the previous year, do some teachers count weeks over summer break as work? It is not clear.
Although the preceding three methods are the main ways in which teacher work hours have been estimated, many pay comparison studies employ combinations and variations on the three. Richwine and Biggs (2011) , for example, use self-reported CPS hours for the teacher workweek but BLS data to estimate the length of the work year. Mishel (2004, 2008) use the CPS exclusively, but they rely in part on self-reported weekly and hourly wages that often leave ambiguous just how many weeks during the year respondents consider themselves employed.
Frustration with the inadequacy of all three methods and their variations has led one expert in the school finance field to lament the -unproductive debate about the number of hours teachers work at home versus other professionals‖ (Podgurksy, in Podgursky and Mishel 2005, p. 2). But there is still some productivity to be gleaned from the debate by analyzing new data.
In this paper we exploit an alternative dataset that is potentially much more precise and informative than those used in past studies. The American Time Use Survey (ATUS), sponsored by the BLS and collected yearly by the Census Bureau since 2003, offers the opportunity for a more accurate comparison of teacher and non-teacher work hours, on both a weekly and yearly basis.
2 ATUS respondents, who are a subset of the CPS, give detailed, sequential descriptions of their activities that occurred on the day prior to their interview.
Two previous studies have used time-diary information to examine teacher work hours, but neither systematically compared teachers with non-teachers. Drago et al. (1999) hours. However, the limited sample from a single day of the week prevented broad estimates of teacher work time over a full week or full year, and non-teachers were not considered.
The ATUS has a much larger sample of teachers-about 1,700 full-time elementary and secondary teachers when combining the 2003 through 2010 samples-who are interviewed on every day of the week and throughout the year. Krantz-Kent (2008) first explored teacher work hours using the ATUS in a -visual essay‖ that presents aspects of the typical teacher workweek using an informative array of charts and figures. The graphics focus only partially on comparing teacher and non-teacher work hours, however, and do not consider total hours over the school year or calendar year.
In this paper we first detail how the ATUS is collected, then seek to answer two questions. First, how do teacher work hours during a typical workweek compare to non-teacher work hours? Second, how do the total work hours of the two groups compare over the school year and calendar year? Implications for pay comparability studies are discussed.
Data
As noted above, the ATUS is conducted on a representative subset of the CPS, totaling about 26,000 households sampled each year. Although response rates around 57 percent have been lower than hoped for (Phipps and Vernon 2009) , any bias in measuring work time caused by the non-response appears to be negligible. 3 Respondents are notified in advance of the interview and are explicitly reminded to describe activities that occurred on the day prior to the interview, not activities on a typical or -normal‖ day. Interviewers go through the entire 24-hour period, listing all of the activities mentioned by the respondent. BLS researchers then place the respondent's raw answers into a detailed set of activity categories that are standardized across all respondents.
A major strength of the ATUS is that it does not undercount working at home versus working at an office, or working evenings rather than regular business hours. Even a teacher who grades papers at home in the middle of the night will have that work counted in the ATUS.
Another advantage of the ATUS interview process is that it asks for specific activities Examples of what activities do and do not constitute -work, main job‖ according to the BLS is described in Table 1 . These activities are just a subset of the much longer list maintained by the BLS.
[ Table 1] As Table 1 indicates, what the BLS calls -work-related activities,‖ such as participating in the company softball league, are not counted as work in our main analysis. Work-related travel, most notably commuting, is also not part of -work, main job‖ as delineated by the BLS. There are both theoretical and practical reasons for the exclusion. First, some of the activities classified as -work-related‖ appear to be mainly recreational, being work-related only in the sense that coworkers or clients are also participating. Second, even some of the non-recreational activities, such as commuting, are not typically considered compensated work by employers. Finally, the work-related activities variable cannot be separated into work for a main job versus work for other jobs.
Counting work-related activities as part of the workday would be similar to measuring what Drago et al. (1999) refer to as -work invasiveness‖-the extent to which a person's job affects his day, even during non-compensated activities. Although our main analysis focuses on -work, main job,‖ we expand the analysis to include work-related activities in the robustness section.
The distinction that BLS draws between work and work-related activities illustrates that measuring work time is not an exact science, even with a time diary. For example, if a respondent to the ATUS reports doing two things at once, the interviewer prompts for the -main‖ activity, and the secondary activity never becomes part of the final ATUS dataset (Phipps and Vernon 2009, p. 119) . However, work is -usually coded as a main activity‖ according to Phipps and Vernon. In addition, it seems unlikely that a substantial amount of work is being performed when it is voluntarily described by the respondent as a secondary activity.
Some degree of -work invasiveness‖ is probably not measurable. We can imagine a person who ponders his workday while washing dishes, or wakes up in the middle of the night with an interesting work-related thought, or informally plots his morning work activities while in the shower. These episodes could certainly be considered work in the sense that they might contribute to an employee's productivity, but they are unlikely to be captured by the ATUS or any other time diary. The benefit of the ATUS is not that it is a perfect record of everything that occurs during a day, but that it is much more inclusive and complete than contract hours or general survey data. Furthermore, since all activities are systematically categorized by the BLS, the ATUS is relatively consistent and objective about what is counted as work.
In this paper, -teacher‖ always refers to a public school teacher. A teacher is defined as 
Hours Worked During an Average Workweek
How does work time compare for teachers and non-teachers during an average workweek? To answer that question, this section considers only respondents whose employment status is -employed -at work,‖ excluding those who were on extended vacations or otherwise away from their job in the past week. Because the CPS defines -at work‖ as having worked at all for pay last week, some respondents whom we put in the -at work‖ category will have been away from work on the ATUS interview day, perhaps due to a personal illness or short vacation.
Indeed, about 7 percent of -at work‖ teachers reported working zero hours on a weekday. For that reason, the data in this section should be interpreted as hours worked in an average workweek, not hours worked in a full workweek.
Methodology. We consider respondents who describe their labor status as currently working a full-time job for a wage or salary, who are between the ages of 18 and 64, whose ATUS interview date falls between September and May (to avoid potential summer break complications for teachers), who were not interviewed on a public holiday, and for whom no interview problems were reported. All non-teacher government workers were dropped to create a strictly private-sector comparison group. Complex survey weights are used to calculate standard errors.
To calculate average weekly hours for teachers, we could multiply the work hours measured on each teacher's interview day by seven to extend the estimate to a full week, then average over every teacher. This calculation will not produce an accurate weekly estimate for any individual teacher, but it will be accurate for the group overall as long as the distribution of interview days for teachers is uniform across the week.
Is the distribution uniform? The standard ATUS weights provide a uniform distribution for the sample as a whole and for certain subgroups. However, teachers are not one of the subgroups for whom a uniform distribution was intentionally produced. To guard against the possibility of a non-uniform distribution skewing the estimates, we calculate separate weekday and weekend estimates, then add them together: average weekly work time = 5 x (average work time on a weekday) + 2 x (average work time on a weekend day). As we discuss in the robustness section, separating the estimates in this way has little effect on the results, but it is likely to be the more accurate method.
Results. Table 2 displays work hours for teachers and non-teachers during a seven-day workweek. At 40.6 hours per week, teachers work slightly less than non-teachers, who are calculated to work 41.1 hours, but the difference is not statistically significant. The difference between teachers and professionals, however, is both larger and statistically significant. Teachers work 1.8 hours less than other professionals, who log 42.4 hours per week on average.
[ Table 2 ] Table 2 also explores the extent to which teachers work during evenings (defined as 6pm to 11pm on weekdays) and on weekends. Teachers are more likely to report working on weekends (11.7 percent) than both control groups. Teachers also work about equally often on weekday evenings (18.0 percent) as other workers, though less often than professionals. It is important to remember that a number such as 11.7 percent does not reflect the percentage of teachers who ever work on weekends-rather, it means that on any given weekend, 11.7 percent of teachers will perform at least some work.
Despite working more often on weekends, teachers actually average fewer hours worked over the weekend than other workers. There is a simple explanation for this. The bottom two rows of Table 2 report average work hours on evenings and weekends with the sample restricted to respondents who reported at least some work during those times. Non-teachers work less frequently on weekends than teachers, but when they do work on weekends they tend to work longer than teachers.
Many workers in the all-other category-especially -non-professionals,‖ such as those in retail sales and food service-are scheduled to work evenings and weekends as part of their regular hours, making for an inappropriate comparison to teachers. The better comparison here is to workers in other professional occupations, where workweeks tend to follow the more conventional Monday-through-Friday, 9-to-5 schedule. Teachers do not appear to work more evening and weekend hours than other professionals.
Total Hours Worked During a School Year and Calendar Year
How does total work time for teachers over the school year (September through May) and the full calendar year (January through December) compare to work time for non-teachers? In answering this question, the ATUS contributes to long-standing debates about the extent to which teachers enjoy summer vacation and longer holiday breaks. To capture teachers and other workers who are employed but on vacation, we relax some of the restrictions on the sample used in the workweek analysis in the previous section.
School Year Methodology. We again limit the analysis to the months of September through May to capture the school year without including summer break. We also again consider respondents between the ages of 18 and 64 who have a full-time job that pays a wage or salary, and for whom no interview problems were reported. However, we now further include workers whose interview days occurred on holidays, in order to capture work schedules during the full school year rather than only during a workweek. Most importantly, we include workers whose employment status is -employed -absent,‖ in addition to the respondents in the previous section who were all -employed -at work.‖ Workers who are -employed -absent‖ may be on vacation, taking sick leave, or not working for some other reason despite being actively employed.
As in the previous section, we separate weekday and weekend estimates. Now the formula is: average work time over the school year = 195 x (average work time on a weekday) + 78 x (average work time on a weekend day). The new weights reflect the approximate number of weekdays and weekend days during the school year.
Full Calendar Year Methodology. To estimate total hours worked over the full calendar year, we first estimate summer hours separately-using 66 weekdays and 26 weekend days as weights-then add them to our estimates for the full school year. This prevents differences in the share of summer versus non-summer interviews for each group from skewing the results.
A potential problem with analyzing the summer months is that some teachers may describe themselves as unemployed or not in the labor force during the summer even when they know they will return to work in the fall. If a significant number of teachers who are merely on summer break describe themselves as not employed, we would overestimate teacher work hours by focusing only on teachers who work enough during the summer to count themselves as employed. Fortunately, data collectors for the CPS are explicitly instructed to code as -employed‖ any school personnel on summer vacation -if they have definite arrangements or contracts, either oral or written, to return to work‖ (U.S. Census Bureau 2012, p. B1-8). This issue is discussed further after the results are presented.
Results. Table 3 displays total work hours over the school year, during the summer, and over the whole calendar year. During the school year, teachers work about 1,505 total hours, while non-teachers put in 1,545 and professionals work about 1,603. Thus, teachers work about 97 percent as many total school-year hours as non-teachers and 94 percent as many as the subset of private professionals.
The next row in the table restates the hourly information by converting to equivalent 40-hour weeks in order to make the results more intuitive. Put in those terms, teachers work about 2.5 fewer 40-hour weeks than other professionals over the course of the school year.
Note that these figures reflect actual hours worked during the school year, not an estimate of hours based on a predetermined work schedule. There is no need to count how many vacation days or sick days that teachers and non-teachers receive-or to make any assumptions about work schedules at all-since the ATUS accounts for all work hours on any day.
[ Table 3 ]
The next section of Table 3 lists hours and equivalent 40-hour weeks worked only during June, July, and August, to give a sense of how summer breaks affect teacher work hours. Based on these data, teachers work 6.7 fewer weeks than other professionals during the three summer months. By adding our work time estimates from the school year to our estimates for the summer, we can construct total teacher and non-teacher work hours over the full calendar year.
The result is that teachers work 83 percent as many hours as private professionals over a full calendar year, or about 9.2 fewer 40-hour weeks.
Potential Overestimate of Summer Work Hours. Over six weeks of summer work for teachers seems high. A typical school year may include two weeks in June and one in August.
This leaves at least three additional weeks that teachers are working in the summer. One explanation could be that teachers spend time both on administrative work after the official school year and on preparing their classrooms and lesson plans for a new one.
Another explanation is that some teachers perform additional paid work in summer school or in other school-related activities that are not part of the standard teacher contract for the academic year. If so, researchers should be careful to include these additional non-contract wages as part of teacher compensation when using our estimates of work time over the calendar year. The CPS likely includes summer-school wages in its variable for annual income from a main job, but wage information derived from teacher contracts typically does not.
Teachers may also take classes toward an additional certification or an advanced degree over the summer. Whether time spent on these activities should count as -work‖ when comparing compensation is debatable. In our view, mandatory professional development courses should count as teacher work time, but optional classes for a master's degree-which will lead to a higher salary-should not count. Unfortunately, one of the limitations of the ATUS is that the end-user does not know specifically what the respondent was doing that the BLS classified as work. Expanded data availability may help future researchers investigate this issue in more detail.
Perhaps the most serious issue in estimating summer hours with the ATUS is the classification of teachers as employed or not employed. We noted earlier that teachers on summer break were supposed to be listed as employed, but we might overestimate teacher work hours during the summer if some teachers are nonetheless classified as unemployed or out of the labor force. Since the universe for the occupation variable in the ATUS is limited to respondents who are employed, we cannot directly observe any -unemployed‖ or -not in labor force‖ teachers. All respondents who are not employed must be excluded from the sample, simply because we cannot know from the ATUS data whether these respondents are (or were) teachers.
One way to explore this further is to examine the final CPS interviews of ATUS respondents. The ATUS utilizes a subset of CPS respondents who have completed their regular interviews. Of interest are CPS respondents with a non-summer interview who identified at the time as employed teachers and were subsequently interviewed during the summer for the ATUS.
How many of these CPS teachers described themselves as not employed over the summer for the ATUS?
The answer is about 16 percent, compared to 5 percent for non-teachers who were interviewed in the CPS and then interviewed over the summer for the ATUS. The difference could reflect the tendency for teacher turnover to occur mainly between school years, but it could also be due to the misreporting we described above. For this reason, we tentatively regard the number from our main specification-a teacher to professional work hours ratio over the calendar year of 0.83-as an upper bound on the actual figure.
Even if misreporting is extensive, however, the impact is probably not large. Imagine, for example, that every non-disabled, non-retired -not in labor force‖ code for summer ATUS respondents who identified as teachers in the previous CPS could be attributed to employed teachers who misreport their status. Assigning zero work hours to this group of putative teachers would change the ratio of teacher to professional hours worked from 0.83 to about 0.81.
5

Robustness Checks
In conducting this analysis we faced a handful of methodological issues that could be plausibly handled in different ways. In this section we examine to what extent alternative decisions would affect our results.
Definition of Work.
As noted in the data section, we focused our main analysis on -work, main job,‖ a BLS-defined variable that excludes -work-related activities‖ such as having lunch with clients and driving to work. We now re-examine teacher work hours based on a broader definition of work--work invasiveness,‖ in a sense-keeping in mind that -workrelated activities‖ cover all jobs for each respondent, not merely their main one. Table 4 displays the -work, main job‖ work hours analyzed previously, followed by non-travel work-related activities, then work-related travel, and in the final row the total of all three categories. The first section of Table 4 is based on workweeks, the second section covers the school year, and the third section refers to the full calendar year.
[ Table 4 ]
The table shows that non-travel work-related activities are an extremely small part of the work schedule for all three groups. Work-related travel, however, does have a substantial effect on the analysis. Professionals spend 1.3 more hours on work-related travel during each workweek than teachers do. Over the course of a calendar year, including summers when some teachers are not working at all, this extra travel time adds up to about 87 total hours, or 2.2 workweeks. Our broader definition of work brings teacher work hours down from 83 percent of professional hours over the calendar year to 80 percent.
The difference in work-related travel may reflect the geographic distribution of teaching jobs, in that teachers could be more likely to live in or near the communities where they are employed. The difference could also be due to business trips and other non-commuting travel being relatively rare for teachers.
Definition of a Teacher. Our main analysis restricts public school teachers to those who identify their occupations as elementary or secondary education. The rationale is that elementary and secondary teachers are the -typical‖ teachers that most people consider when they think about the profession in general. One could argue, however, that other types of public-school teachers-including those in the ATUS who identify as preschool, kindergarten, and special education teachers-should be included in the analysis. Table 5 shows work times for various types of teachers beyond the elementary and secondary grouping used in our main analysis.
[ Table 5 ]
The data suggest that secondary teachers work more than elementary teachers, and that teachers in the -other‖ category-preschool, kindergarten, special education, and miscellaneous teachers-put in the least number of hours. However, we are only weakly confident about this rank ordering, given the small sample sizes.
Effect of Separate Weekday and Weekend Estimates.
In the main analysis we gave weekdays a weight of five and weekend days a weight of two, then added the averages together to produce the full week estimate. Without separate estimates-in other words, just multiplying each respondent's work time by seven regardless of the day of the week-teacher work hours during a workweek would be 40.7 rather than 40.6. In addition, multiplying each day by 365 without regard to weekends or summer would produce a teacher work year equivalent to 45.3 40-hour weeks rather than 43.9. The upward bias in teacher work hours without separate estimates appears to be due to teachers' under-representation during summer months in the ATUS.
We also experimented with a more sophisticated re-weighting technique called entropy balancing (Hainmueller 2012) , which systematically adjusts sample weights to produce an even distribution of interviews across both days of the week and months of the year. The results with entropy balancing were very similar to the results produced by our simpler method of separating weekdays, weekends, and summers.
Implications for Pay Comparisons
Our results shed light on the accuracy of other methods of measuring teacher hours. For example, it is clear that assuming 37 hours per week and 37 weeks worked, as in the BLS employer data, underestimates the time that teachers spend working. Most private workers in the BLS are assumed to work 52 weeks, meaning that the ratio of teacher work time to private work time would be 37/52 = 0.71. Our own approximation from Table 3 is 0.83 based on the comparison to private professionals. Including work-related travel drops the ratio to 0.80, still higher than the BLS figure. As noted earlier, these estimates for the full calendar year are probably upper bounds, but there is no evidence that the actual value could be as low as the BLS employer data suggest.
At the other extreme, work hours from direct surveys of teachers, which the OECD and other organizations have used to argue that teachers work an average of 50 or more hours per week, are substantially overestimated according to any ATUS definition of work.
Likewise, self-reports from the CPS March supplement described in the introduction produce a rather high teacher to non-teacher work ratio of (43.5 teacher hours) (48. Mishel (2004, 2008) .
It requires two assumptions. The first assumption is that hours in a work week are the same both for teachers and the comparison group. The ATUS data indicate this assumption would be violated if teachers are being compared to private professionals.
The second assumption is that weekly wages truly reflect one week's worth of work for teachers. Some respondents in the monthly CPS report an hourly or weekly wage without revealing whether they are effectively dividing their annual salary by 52 weeks (a full year) or by some shorter working year. Others volunteer their annual wages and their estimated number of workweeks, and the CPS then does the division for them. Most of the CPS teachers (or household respondents answering for teachers) who give annual wages say that they are full-year workers, but whether they actually work the full year-as opposed to merely being employed the full year-is unclear. Podgursky and Tongrut (2006) have debated this issue with Allegretto, Corcoran, and Mishel (2008) , but ultimately we can only speculate about the work schedule CPS respondents assume when reporting their pay at an interval shorter than one year.
Using the ATUS to Address the Denominator Problem. A more straightforward method of comparing compensation is to begin with annual salaries. Then, to reflect the shorter work year, adjust annual salaries by one of the work time estimates from the ATUS we report here-that is, multiply teacher salaries by 2,051 non-teacher hours / 1,757 teacher hours = 1.17
for comparison to all non-teachers, or 2,124 / 1,757 = 1.21 for comparison to professionals.
Using the broader definition of work in Table 4 , the adjustment factors would be 1.19 and 1.24
for comparison to non-teachers and professionals, respectively.
If comparing both salaries and benefits, researchers have the option of leaving salaries unadjusted and counting the shorter work year as part of a paid leave benefit. Either way, the ATUS estimates should be very useful in comparing teacher and non-teacher compensation, as long as researchers are cautious about the data limitations we have noted here.
Multiplying teacher salaries by the ratio of non-teacher hours to teacher hours--prorating‖-does assume that teachers are indifferent between enjoying their existing time off versus working more hours at their present wage rate. But teachers are not necessarily indifferent. On one hand, summer break and longer holidays may not be as valuable as pro-rating implies if teachers wish to find temporary employment but are unable to do so at comparable pay. In other words, some teachers may gladly trade some of their vacation time for additional work at their regular wage rate.
On the other hand, summer breaks may be one of the benefits that attract teachers, particularly women with children, into the profession in the first place. Podgursky (2003) notes that female teachers have more children than similar private-sector employees. These teachers might turn down opportunities to work during the summer even if the pay were higher than the regular wage rate, since they otherwise must procure care for their children. In that case, prorating salaries would underestimate the value of additional leave time. Despite these ambiguities, pro-rating remains the most straightforward means of accounting for the value of summer break.
Conclusion
The American Time Use Survey records work activities with a level of detail and objectivity that surpasses alternative datasets previously used to estimate teacher work time.
Based on our main specification, teachers work roughly 1.8 hours less than other professionals during a workweek and 94 percent as many total hours during the school year. Teachers also appear to work about 83 percent as much over the full calendar year, though this estimate is probably an upper bound. When work is defined more broadly to include travel and other -workrelated‖ activities, the gap between teachers and professionals widens somewhat, with teachers working about 3.2 fewer hours per week and 80 percent as much over the calendar year.
The ATUS is not without limitations regarding the definition of work, the exclusion of secondary activities, and the possible misreporting of teachers as not employed over the summer.
Nevertheless, the preceding analysis improves significantly on past estimates of teacher work hours and should be useful for pay comparability studies. The most straightforward use of our results is to multiply teachers' annual salaries by an adjustment factor-between 1.17 and 1.24, depending on which comparison is preferred-before comparing their salaries to those of other workers. These adjustment factors cover all variations in work hours, from differences in vacation days, to the length of Christmas break, to the presence of summer vacation. Their use should inform debates over teacher pay that affect every level of government. 
